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Abstract 

During Ihe past few years the interest in indicators has increased for educators. This 
paper reviewed the process employed in Pennsylvania to develop, refine, select and im- 
plement indicators at the state level as a part of a state testing program. How the indi- 
cator data were reported to school districts was presented, and if the indicator data were 
used at the local level was investigated. At this time over 60 indicators are in use by the 
state program. If those indicators can be altered or replaced to become part of a national 
indicator system was considered. 



Table of Contents 



Page 

INTRODUCTION I 

PENNSYLVANIA INDICATORS 2 

REPORTING INDICATORS 5 

CORRELATIONS 14 

STABILITY OF CORRELATIONS OVER TIME 19 

SELECTION OF INDICATORS 19 

USE OF INDICATORS 20 

ALTERING INDICATORS TO BE PART OF A NATIONAL SYSTEM 24 

REFERENCES 26 
APPENDIX A - CONDITION VARIABLE WEIGHTING AND DESCRIPTION 27 

APPENDIX B - GRADE SEVEN NORMS 34 

APPENDIX C - 1986 AND 1987 CORRELATIONS 40 



o 4 

ERIC ^ 



List of Tables 



Page 

Table 1 Correlation Coenicienis Among School Scores 15 

Table 2 Correlation Coefficients Between School Condition Variables 

and School Scores 17 

Table 3 Correlations Coefficients Among Indicators 18 

Table 4 Use on the Indicator Information 21 

Table 5 Groups Receiving the Indicator Information 22 

Table 6 Use Made of the Information 23 

List of Figures 

Page 

Figure 1 Sample EQA School Report Page 1, Summary 7 

Figure 2 Sample EQA School Report Page 2, Analysis of Reading 8 

Figure 2 Sample EQA School ieport Page 3, Analysis of Reading 9 

Figure 3 Sample EQA School Report Page 29, Condition 

Variable Information 10 

Figure 3 Sample EQA School Report Page 30, Condition 

Variable Information 1 1 

Figure 3 Sample EQA School Report Page 33, Condition 

Variable information 12 



5 

ERJC 



INTRODUCTION 



During the past eighteen years the Pennsylvania Department of Education has collected 
data on quality indicators from all Pennsylvania school districts. Reports were produced to 
provide information on the indicators at the school and school district levels Within the reports, 
comparative information included raw scores, percentile ranks, and correlations. Percentile 
ranks were used to provide meaningful comparisons on indicators between schools and school 
districts by grade level. Correlations were employed in analyzing the statistical link between in- 
dicators and student achievement on a variety of cognitive measures. Also, correlations were 
used to analyze the statistical relationship between indicators and student attitudes on several 
affective measures. In total, indicators were used (1) to provide m» aningful comparative infor- 
mation used in analysis and planning functions, (2) to encourage school employees to make 
make productive curriculum or organizational changes and (3) to provide predicted scores for 
selected cognitive and afTective student measures. 

Within the past few years the interest in indicators has increased for educators. An example 
of that interest includes the publication of :he Secretary of Education's "Wall Chart" with the 
reporting of selected data. Data tliat were coUected and reported include student SAT and ACT 
scores, graduation rates, teacher salaries, pupil/teacher ratios, expenditures, and student char- 
acteristics. Although some educators charged this was not a fair or accurate comparison of 
states, a need to respond was produced. A second example of the interest in indicators is the 
work conducted through the State Assessment Center (Selden, 1985) on a wide range of indi- 
cators. If that system becomes operational, indicators will be collected across the nation. 

This paper will include the following : (1) a review of the indicators employed by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education in the state assessment programs, (2) how the indicator 
data were reported, used in predictions and employed in developing norms, (3) correlations be- 



tween indicators and both afTeciive and cognitive scores, (4) stability of the correlational re- 
lationships over years, (5) how the indicators were selected and refined over eighteen years, (6) 
use of the indicator information at the school and school district level by school district staff, 
and (7) how the indicators could be altered to be part of ^ national system. The paper is de- 
signed not only to review what was completed, but to suggest what could be done to promote 
better educational practices. 

PENNSYLVANIA INDICATORS 

For the 1986 Pennsylvania state assessment programs two sets of indicates were in use. 
First, the Educational Quality Assessment (EQA) program included up to 44 indicators (labeled 
as "condition variables" in that program) depending upon the grade level assessed. Those indi- 
cators were gathered from iVnnsylvania Department of Education records, Pennsylvania 
teachers and students. Indicators from Department of Education records included the follow- 
ing: (1) grade enrollment, (2) percentage of lov/ income students, and (3) tuition rate. Grade 
enrollment was employed as an indication of the building size. The percentage of low income 
students was a socioeconomic (SES) variable. Tuition rate or per pupil educational expenditure 
wa$ conside^d to be an indication of the local effort to support education. 

Indicators gathered from teachers included the following: (4) teacher satisfaction with re- 
lationships with parents and parent groups, (5) teacher education, (6) parent attendance at 
parent-teacher conferences, (7) supervision of building, (8) class size, (9) number of classroom 
observations (10) perception of the building leadership, (11) teacher-initiated environment, (12) 
freedom from disruptions to instruction, (13) perception of discipline, (14) involvement in 
planning functions, and (15) perception o^ school climate. The teacher satisfaction with re- 
lationships with parents was baseo teacher perception of the quality of the teacher-parent 
relationship. Parent attendance at parent-teacher conferences was considered to be an estimate 



of ih€ parent inieresi in the student's school life. Supervision of the building was used to deter- 
mine if the school had a full-time administrator or if the administrator was assigned more than 
one school. Teachers reported their average class size which was used to compute a school 
mean class size. The number of classroom observations was designed to reflect the extent to 
which teacher work was formally monitored. Indicators 10 through 15 reflected the positive or 
negative perceptions of teachers on school related factors. Those teacher perceptions were based 
in part on the school effectiveness research that has t»cen widely publicized including the work 
of Edmonds (1982), Brookover and Lezouc (1979). 

Indicators that employe*! students as respondents included the following: (16) percentage 
of girls, (17) parental education, (18) population density, (19) percentage of white students, (20) 
frequency of residence 'school change, (21) student perception of parental interest in school, (22) 
student time spent watching television, (23) student perception of parental expectations, (24) 
student educational expectations, (25) reading material in the home, (26) time spent reading at 
home, (27) frequency of writing assignments, (28) perceived ability to complete school work, 
(29) perceived quality of study habits, (30) time spent on mathematics assignments, (31) fre- 
quency of tests or quizzes, (32) timely return of tests, (33) student perception of classroom dis- 
cipline, (34) percentage of academic/coUege prep students, (35) hours of employment per week, 
(36) perception of direct instruction in mathematics, (37) perception of direct instruction in 
English, (38) perception of direct instrjction in science, (39) perception of direct instruction in 
social studies, (40) percentage of students taking mathematics, (41) percentage of students tak- 
ing science, (42) interest in school, (43) parental encouragement, and (44) student perception 
of teacher expectations. In addition, students provided information on the testing conditions. 
Data were collected on the student demographics including gender (16), family SES (17), and 
race (19). Population density was used to describe the school setting in terms of urban to rural. 
Student change in residence was a measure of the time the school had to work with students 
as a part of their system. Student change in residence also reflects the mobility of the commu- 
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niiy. A variety of student perceptions were tapped including views on parental interest, parental 
expectations, educational expectations, ability to complete school work, quality of study habits, 
classroom discipline, parental encouragement, and teacher expectations. Students estimated the 
time spent on direct instruction (lecture and classroom discussion) in mathematics, English, 
science, and social studies. Amount of reading material in the home was reported by students; 
this may be in part a SES indicator. The amount of time students spent on specific activities, 
such as reading at home, doing mathematics assignments and working for remuneration was 
gathered. The frequency with which students were assigned selected activities including writing 
assignments and tests or quizzes was investigated. Students reported if tests were returned in a 
timely fashion. The percent'^ge of academic students and the percentage of students taking 
mathematics and/or science classes was collected. Student interest in school was tapped using 
12 to 28 items depending on the grade level assessed. Testing conditions were surveyed to de- 
termine if the students took the EQA items seriously. Testing conditions were not considered 
to be an indicator for the EQA program. Hence, only 44 indicators were considered. For a more 
detailed review of the indicators that includes the weightings and descriptions see Appendix A 
(Hertzog et al 1986). 

Additional indicator information was gathered from students on a series of cognitive and 
affective measures (labeled as goal areas or goal scores for the EQA program). Those measures 
were based on the State Board of Education adopted Goals of Quality Education. The resulting 
paper and pencil cognitive tests included: reading comprehension, writing skills, mathematics, 
analytical thinking, citizenship/social studies, arts and humanities, science and technology, en- 
vironment, health knowledge, and computer literacy. Paper and pencil surveys were employed 
to tap the student attitudes on the following areas: understanding others, science and technol- 
ogy, environment, and work. A single measure of panicipation in arts and humanities was used 
to gather data for that goal area. 



A limited number of indicators were included in the other state assessment program Testing 
for Essential Learning and Literacy Skills (TELLS). Those indicators were not reported nor 
widely used because they were employed on a trial basis in 1986. As a result this paper aiII not 
be concerned with that set of indicators. The TELLS indicators included the following: reading 
knowledge, mathematics knowledge, gender, ra<:e, reading material in the home (regularly re- 
ceive a newspaper, regularly receive magazines, and have more than 25 books), time spent 
watching television, time on spent on homework at home, and educational expectations. 
Funding was provided to school districts on a per pupil basis for each student that scored below 
Pennsylvania Department of Education established cut scores in reading and mathematics. 



REPORTING INDICATORS 



School Reports 

Indicator information was reported to school district employees through the EQA school 
reports. This reporting system employs a published 48 page report for each school and school 
district involved in that year of the assessment. Reports are delivered and interpreted by a Di- 
vision of Educational Testing and Evaluation staff member at the school district during a two 
to three hour session with selected school district employees. 



In addition to the on-site interpreting of reports, a series of publications were developed as 
companions to the school and school district reports. The publications included a Commentary 
Manual (Hertzog et al, 1986) and a Data iManual (Hertzog et al, 1986). The manuals were de- 
signed to assist with the interpretation of a rather lengthy school report. For example, the 
Commentary Manual provided information on the foUowing: history of the testing program. 
Goals of Quality Education, develop* t of the assessment program, interpreting scores, indi- 
cator information, administrative issuw^, using the data, and making comparisons. The Data 
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Manual included information on: norms, correlations, samples used, comparability of test 
forms, and reliability. 

In order to provide samples of the reporting employed for indicators, a series of figures were 
developed. First, the reporting of student performance on cognitive and affective measures was 
considered. In Figure 1, the school information was presented which mcluded: student forms 
scored, raw score mean, percentile rank, stanine, and prediction comparison. Second, each of 
the areas (reading, writing, mathematics, etc.) was reviewed on a two page analysis that included 
an item by item analysis of the school data along with general information and the distribution 
of scores. A sample copy of the two page analysis ^vas provided in Figure 2. Figures 1 and 2 
provide an example of the information presented on student indicators at the school level. 

The remaining ind:cator information (condition variables) was presented starting on page 
2y of tiie school report. See Figure 3 for a sample of the summary and item data provided to 
school district employees. In order to examine the data on indicators provided by the summary 
pages in more detail, several pages of item data were included (see Figure 3). In genera), the 
indicator information was presented in a form that woulc* provide for a comparative analysis 
of the school results. Raw scores, percentiles, and the number of respondents were included on 
the aummary pages. This design was to encourage educators to analyze their school with respect 
to the state in tctal. Educational issues that should be examined were located by selecting areas 
where the school percentiles indicated a possible educational problem. If teacher attitudes were 
negative for several of the teacher perception of the building indicators, that area should be in- 
vestigated. The investigation could include collecting add-tional data, problem solving on that 
area or other appropriate activities. 
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SPRING. 1986 SAMPLE REPORT 



GRADE 11 ID= 



DATE RUN - 3/16/87 



GENERAL SUMMARY OF STUIENT OUTCOMES 

STATE COMPARISON 

OBTAINED 

NUMBER SCHOOL ;iILE STA- PREDICTION 
ARSA STUDENTS' MEAN RANK NINE COMPARISON 



COGNITIVE 



READING COMPRE' 


«i27 


27 


.77 


13 


3 


WITHIN 


MRITING SKILLS 




36 


.57 


l<i 


3 


WITHIN 


MATHcnATICS 


/TO 


3<i 


.<i9 


32 


4 


1 1 T T LI T ^1 

Nil HIN 


ANALYTICAL THINKING 




17 


.71 


30 




WiTKIN 




& TO 


35 


.02 


He 


c 

D 


LIT TU T U 

Hi 1 MIN 


ARTS 8 HUMANITIES 


<i20 


23 


.62 


12 


6 


BELOM 


SCIENCE 8 TECHNOLOGY 




20 


.69 


18 


3 


MITHIN 


ENVIRONMENT 


<tlZ 


21 


.03 


22 


3 


NITHIN 


HEALTH KNOWLEDGE 




Not measured 


at this 


grade 




l-COGNITIVE 














SELF-CONCEPT IN SCHOOL 


<i32 


59 


.36 


2<i 




WITHIN 


HEALTH 8 SAFETY PRACTICES 


<i32 


104 


.81 


57 


5 


WITHIN 



THE FOLLOWING AREAS ARE MEASURED BY BRIEF SETS OF ITEMS WHICH ARE DISPLAYED ON THE PAGES NOTED IN THE TABLE OF CONTENTS t 

UNDERSTANDING OTHERS 
CITIZENSHIP/SOCIETAL RESPONSIBILITY 
ARTS AND HUMANITIES PARTICIPATION 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY ATTITUDES 
ENVIRONMENT ATTITUDES 
WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND ATTITUDES 



Figure 1 
Sample EQA School Report 
Page 1» Summary 
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C9A» SPRING, 1986 SAMPLE REPORT 



GRADE 11 ID= 



DATE RUN = 5/16/87 



ANALYSIS OF STUDENT OUTCOMES IN THE AREA OF 
READING COMPREHENSION 



GENERAL ANALYSIS 



Number of students scored> 


42/ 


Obtained School Meant 


27.77 


Percentile Rankt 


13 (Within Prediction) 


Stanine Achievedt 


3 


Prediction Band in Mean Scores < 


27.70 31.37 


Total Scale Reliability Estimates 


0.90 


Percentage of Omits t 


0.90 


Number of students scored by form 


ABC 


D 


108 108 106 


105 



SUBSCALES - These letter codes identify subscales on the next page. 

L = Literal comprehension) Students must identify main ideaSf 
cause and effect or supporting details explicitly stated 
in a passage 

I - Inferential comprehension! Students must take the meaning 
of a passage beyond explicit ideas by inferring main ideas* 
using supporting details* inferring cause and effect* draw- 
ing conclusions* predicting outcomes* determining the 
author's point of view or making judgements 

M = Nord meaning/contextual analysis) Students must use context 
clues to infer the (appropriate) meaning of a (multiple- 
meaning) word 



SCORE 



0 
1 
2 
5 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 



DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS LOCAL STATE 



0 
2 
5 
4 
10 
12 
12 
11 
9 



0 
2 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 
11 
13 



14 14 
11 14 



7 
5 



10 
4 



10 20 30 40 50 
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING 



The DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS above shows 
the possible scores for this outcome 
area on the left. The percentage of 
students (Local and Statewide) who 
achieved each possible score is illus- 
trated in the box* the symbols compare 
local(") and state(=) achievement. 



Figure 2 
Sample EQA School Report 
Page 2, >%ialysis of Reading 
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EQA# SPRING^ 1986 



SAMPLE REPORT 



FORH - ITEM SUBSCALE - DESCRIPTION 



A 7 L Identifying 

AS L Identifying 

A 9 L Identifying 

A12 L Identifying 

11 L Identifying 

12 L Identifying 
IS L Identifying 
C 2 L Identifying 
C 6 L Identifying 
CIO L Identifying 
D 4 L Identifying 
D 5 L Identifying 
D 7 L Identifying 
D 8 L Identifying 
Dll L Identifying 
— AVERAGE ITEM SCORES 



A 1 
A 2 
A 3 
A 4 
AlO 
All 
I ^ 
I 5 
I 6 
I 7 



supporting details 
main idea 

supporting details 
supporting details 
supporting detai Is 
supporting details 
supporting details 
main idea 

supporting details 
supporting details 
main idea 

supporting details 
supporting details 
supporting details 
supporting details 
FOR SUBSCALE L> 



Inferring main idee 
Using supporting details 
Drawing conclusions 
Inferring main idae 
Inferring main idae 
Using supporting details 
Inferring cause and affect 
Inferring ceuse and effect 
Inferring main idae 
Drawing conclusions 



GRADE 11 ID= 
ITEM ANALYSIS FOR READING COMr'REHENSION 
PERCENTAGE CORRECT FORM - ITEM - SUBSCALE - DESCRIPTION 

Using supporting details 



DATE RUN = 3/16/87 



PERCENTAGE CORRECT 



1 ¥ 






OO 


77 


R It 
D O 


30 


Di 


D y 


OU 


DO 


Rl A 


1 ^ 
14 


ZU 


r It 


O 1 


• • 

OO 


C 4 


o6 


OH 


C' c 

C 5 


83 


81 


C 7 


75 




U o 


43 


50 


Cll 


57 


70 


C12 


56 


58 


D 1 


hS 


54 


D 2 


44 


48 


D 3 


63 


74 


D 9 


48 


60 


DIO 


47 




D12 
~ 


62 


67 




69 


69 


A 5 


95 


90 


A 6 


89 


86 


Bll 


41 


62 


B12 


34 


38 


C 1 


56 


53 


C 9 


73 


74 


D 6 


62 


63 




45 


51 





Drawing concl 
Determining a 
Drawing concl 
Predicting ou 
Drawing concl 
Drawing concl 
Drawing concl 
Inferring mai 
Drawing concl 
Inferring mai 
Inferring mai 
Determining a 
Drawing concl 
Using support 
Drawing concl 
AVERAGE ITEM SCORES 



usions 

uthor's point of view 
usions 
t comes 
usions 
usions 
usions 
n idea 
usions 
n idea 
n idea 

uthor*s point of view 
usions 
ing details 
usions 

FOR SUBSCALE It L«55 



H Inferring meaning/mul tiple meaning word 

H Inferring meaning/mul tiple meaning word 

H Inferring meaning/multiple meening wor^^ 

H Inferring meaning/multiple meening word 

H Inferring meaning/multiple meening word 

W Inferring meaning/multiple meaning word 

H Inferring meaning/multiple meening word 
AVERAGE ITEM SCORES FOR SUBSCALE Hi L=64.86, S=71.43 



Lx 


SX 


54 


57 


52 


56 


43 


40 


49 


53 


56 


63 


42 


49 


57 




38 


47 




W W 


32 


41 


45 


55 




O H 


7^ 


/ O 


L A 

o u 










dT 






91 


89 


59 


67 


60 


68 


49 


61 


73 


76 


66 


69 


56 


70 



« LsLOCAL PERrENT CORRECT S=STATE PERCENT CORRECT 



Figure 2 Continued 
Sample EQA School Report 
Page 3» Analysis of Reading 
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EQA> SPRING* 1986 SAMPLE REPORT GRADE 11 ID- - DATE RUN = 3/16/87 

CONDITION VARIABLE INFORMATION 





VARIABLE NAME 


VAR. 
NO. 




ACRONYM 


SCORE 


SCHOOL 
%ILE 


ail laa A pa 

NUnBER 
REPLYING 


1 . 


Grade enrol Iment 


1 




GRENROLL 


^32. 00 


98 


0 


2. 


Percentage of low income students 


2 




PCTLI 


28 .30 


70 


0 


3. 


Tuition rate 


3 




TUITION 


2 .25.00 


13 


0 




Satisfaction with relationships with parents 


<^ 


X 


TSATPAR 


1.73 


19 


Hi 


5. 


Teacher education 


5 




TEDUC 


1.81 


63 


^2 


6 . 


n A. A.A. J A. A. A. L. ^ 

Parent attendance at parent*teacher conferences 


6 




TPARCONF 


- Not measured at 


this grade 


7 . 


Supervision of building 


7 




SUPVBLDG 


- Not measured at 


this grade 


o , 


Average class size 


8 




CLSIZE 


2^.50 


91 


^2 


9. 


Number of classroom observe tions 


9 


X 


TOBSERVE 


1.31 


17 


^2 


10 . 


Teacher perception of building leadership 


10 


X 


LEADER 


21.^0 


^3 


42 


11. 


Teacher-^initiated environment 


11 


X 


TCHRINIT 


2^.86 


31 


<«Z 


12. 


Freedom from disruptions to instruction 


12 


X 


DISRUPTN 


1^.2^ 


6 


42 


15. 


Teacher perception of discipline 


13 


X 


DISCIPLN 


17.27 


31 


<\ 


14. 


Teacher involvement in planning functions 


1^ 


X 


PLANNING 


K.93 




40 


15. 


Teacher perception of school climate 


15 


X 


SCHLCLIM 


11.68 


58 


<il 



Kltems for this variable are detailed on the next pages. 
I TEACHER CONDITION VARIABLE INFORMATION 

? 



^. TSATPAR Satisfaction with relationships with parents 

In your teaching situation^ how satisfied are you with your 
relationships with parents and parent groups? 



L 
10 



Satisfied 
ry Somewhat 
S L S 



22 



Dissatisfied 
Somewhat Very 
L S L S 



59 56 



27 



18 



9. TOBSERVE Number of classroom observations Percent 

« Responding 

L S 

How many formal classroom observations of your instruction are 
made each year? 

None 0 <s 

One 7^ 28 

Two 21 ^8 
Three 5 lo 

Four or more 0 11 



Figure 3 
Sample EQA School Report 
Page 29, Condition Variable Information 
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e«A# SPRIN6# 1986 SAMPLE REPORT 



GRADE 11 ID= 



DATE RUN = 3/16/87 



TEACHER CONDITION VARIABLE INFORMATION 



10. LEADER 



Teacher perception of building leadership 



Teachers and students respect the principal. 
The principal is knowledge ible about teaching techniques. 
The principal conveys to the community a positive view of the 
school and its program^ staff and students. 



A positive feeling permeates the school. 

The principal runs effective meetings^ that is» he/she has a clear 

agenda# limits discussion to relevant topics and adheres 

to the time frame. 
The principal encourages me to solve my own work problems but is 

available to advise me if needed. 
The teachers feel this school is run in an orderly fashion without 

being I'verly restrictive. 
The principa ^alks with us frankly and openly. 



strongly 


Mostly 






Mostly 


Strongly 


Agr*0 


Agree 


Neither 


Disagree 


Disagraa 


L S 


L 


S 


L 


S 


L 


S 


L S 


19 19 


52 


52 


21 


15 


7 


10 


0 4 


29 28 


31 




38 


17 


2 


6 


0 2 






<tl 


10 


12 


2 


5 


0 1 




Almost 


Fre- 


Occasion- 


Rarely/ 


Always 


Always 


quently 


ally 


Never 


L S 


L 


S 


L 


S 


L 


S 


L S 


0 3 


29 


37 


45 


32 


19 


22 


7 6 


19 27 




40 


31 


17 


5 


12 


5 4 


38 31 


33 


40 


12 


15 


14 


10 


2 3 


12 l<t 


38 


43 


24 


22 


17 


16 


10 5 


26 31 


36 


35 


19 


17 


17 


13 


2 5 



11. TCHRINIT 



.jcher-initiated environment 



Teachers in this school hold consistently high expectations for 
all students. 

Teachers in this school seek better ways of teaching and learning. 

Teachers in this school are proud to be teachers. 

Teachers in this school are knowledgeable about their 
subject areas. 



Teachers handle general student discipline in a reasonable way. 
Classroom atmosphere in this school is conducive to learning. 
Teachers praise students for good performance. 
Teachers are cooperative and supportive of each other. 
Teachers treat students with respect in this school. 
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Figure 3 
Sample EQA School Report 
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EQA, SPRING, 1986 



SAMPLE REPORT 



GRADE 11 ID- 



DATE RUN = 3/16/87 



STUDENT CONDITION VARIABLE INFORMATION 

VAR. 



SCHOOL NUMBER 



VARIABLg NAME 







ACRONYM 


SCORE 


>:ILE 


REPLYING 


16 




PCTGIRLS 


51 .39 


60 


432 


17 




PAREDUC 


1 .50 


14 


431 


18 




RESIDE 


1.41 


62 


430 


19 




PCTWHITE 


96 .53 


54 


432 


20 




MOBILITY 


0 . 17 


43 


432 


21 


X 


SPARINT 


3.98 


37 


432 


22 


X 


TVWATCH 


1.70 


63 


432 


23 


X 


PAREXP 


2.03 


22 


431 


2^ 


X 


EDEXPECT 


2.22 


22 


431 


25 




HOMckEAD 


2.79 


1 


429 


26 


X 


TIMEREAD 


1.98 


53 


431 


27 


X 


HRITEPAR 


2.44 


23 


432 


28 




PLANSWRK - 


Not measured at 


this grade 


29 


X 


STUDYHAB 


2.03 


55 


432 


30 


X 


TIMEMATH 


1.44 


29 


432 


31 


X 


TESTFREQ 


3.00 


74 


432 


32 


X 


TESTRETN 


2.41 


48 


432 


33 


X 


CLDISCIP 


2.45 


69 


432 


3< 


X 


PCTACAD 


40.97 


27 


432 


35 


X 


HRSMORK 


0.97 


22 


431 


36 


X 


MATHINST 


4.22 


18 


348 


37 


X 


ENGLINST 


4.66 


36 


427 


38 


X 


SCIINST 


5.55 


80 


223 


39 


X 


SOCINST 


4.97 


17 


408 


<0 




PCTMATH 


82.31 


32 


4C 


<1 




PCTSCI 


52.09 


11 


407 


42 


X 


INTSCHL 


49.54 


64 


431 



I 



16* Percentage of girls 

17. Level of parental education 

18. Population density of residential community 

19. Per^centa^e of white students 

20. Frequency of residence/school change 

21. Student perception of parental interest in school 
22* Student time spent watching television 

23. Student perception of parental expectations 

24. Student educational expectations 

25. Reading material in the home 

26. Time spent reading at home 

27. Frequency of writing assignments 

28. Perceived ability to complete schoolwork 

29. Perceived quality of study habits 

30. Time spent on mathematics assignments 

31. Frequency of tests or quizzes 

32. Timely return of tests 

33. Student perception of clessroom discipline 

34. Percentage of ecademic/college prep students 

35. Hours of employment per week 

36. Perception of direct instruction in mathematics 

37. Perception of direct instruction in English 

38. Perception of direct instruction in science 

39. Perception of direct instruction in sociel studies 

40. Percentage of students taking mathematics 

41. Percentage of students taking science 

42. Interest in school 



xitems for this variable are detailed on the next pages. 



STUDENT CONDITION VARIABLE INFORMATION 



21. SPARINT Student perception of perental interest in school Percent 
— Responding 
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My parents enjoy hearing about school. 






Almost always 


43 


48 


Usually 


27 


29 
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25 


19 


Almost never 
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My parents feel the school is doing a good job. 






Almost always 


26 


20 
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49 
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26 
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Predicted Scores 

Predicted scores were provided for the cognitive and afPective goal areas based on the 44 
condition variable indicators. The predicted scores were derived through a multiple regression 
approach. A detailed review of the prediction process can be found in the Conunentary Manual 
for 1986. This information was designed to provide an indication of how the school performed 
based on the unique conditions found in that school setting. Schools that had conditions which 
in general were statistically associated wth lower scores were predicted to score lower. While 
schools that had conditions which were associated with higher performance were predicted to 
score higher. All schools received a unique predicted score range for each cognitive and alTective 
goal area. School employees and others found this information to be of value in evaluating how 
the school was doing when considering the school's advantages and disadvantages. The predic- 
tion process was employed as an alternative to identifying similar schools and providing com- 
parative information on the group of similar schools. Because of the large number of indicators 
used in Pennsylvania, identifying similar schools would be difficult if all of the indicators were 
employed. If only SES indicators were used in ideatifying similar schools then the importance 
of other indicators would be decreased. 

Developing Norms 

As a pan of the services to school districts the norms used to establish the percentiles were 
published in the Data Manual. Those norms were organized by grade level assessed and listed 
each indicator. At times the norm tables were of value when interpreting school reports. For 
example, the class size range in Pennsylvania, when examined using building means, did not 
vary a great amount. This may have been an influence on the low correlations found between 
class size and school mean cognitive scores which were presented in a different part of this pa- 
per. Hence, norm tables were of value when interpreting the reports. A sample of the norm 
table information was included in Appendix B. Copies of the norms for 1986 are located in the 
Data Manual (Hertzog 1986). 

13 
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Norms were established for each grade level and year using a stratified random sampU* of 
school districts from Pennsylvania. As a result, percentiles reflecting a ranking in Pennsylvania 
were established for schools and school districts. Note, school norms were baseo on school 
mean scores while school district norms were based on school district .ean scores. The sampl- 
ing process employed in establishing the norms was reviewed in dett.il in the Data Manual 
published each year. In general, the school size and wealth were used to select the norm sample. 

CORRELATIONS 

Correlations were calculated for the follo>\ing indicators: (1) among student affective and 
cognitive scores, (2) between student cognitive and affective scores and indicators labeled as 
condition variables, and (3) among indicators or condition variables. The condition variables 
were numbered one through 44 in the Peimsylvania Indicator section of this paper. It should 
be noted the correlations indicated a statistical relationship not a causal relationship between 
variables. In calculating the correlations school mean scores were employed. 

First, correlations among the student affective and cognitive scores were calculated. A sam- 
ple of the way this set of correlations was presented to educators was provided in Taole 1. Grade 
seven was selected and data were from the 1986 assessment. In general, this set of correlations 
provided information on the statistical relationships for this set of indicators. Although school 
employees often expressed an interest in the rather high correlations among cognitive indicators 
and the rather low ^correlations between cognitive and affective indicators, the set of correlations 
was not extensively used. 

Second, correlations between student cognitive scores and condition variables along uith 
correlations between student affective scores and condition variables were provided. The corre- 
lations revealed that a statistically significant relationship existed betw^een many of the 
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TABLE 1 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG SCHOOL SCORES 
Grad* 7 
1986 Normativ* Group 
N » 156 



RC HS M AT SS AH ST EN SC 



Communication Skills.- Raadirg Coinprahansion RC 



Communication Skilli*> Writing Skills 


HS 


.84 
















Nathamatics 


M 


.75 


.77 














Analytical Thinking 


AT 


.87 


.81 


.71 












Citizanahip/Social Studias 


SS 


.83 


.79 


.7<i 


.85 










Arts S Humanitias 


AH 


.ho 


.81 


.76 


.79 


.78 








Scianca S Tachnology 


ST 


.83 


.79 


.72 


.84 


.83 


.72 






Environmant 


EN 


.7<t 


.68 


.57 


.73 


,71 


.68 


.80 




Salf-Conca'«t in School 


SC 


.28' 


.32 


.25 


.^8 


.35 


.31 


.29 


.17 


Haalth « Safaty Practicas 


HP 


.25 


.19 


.08 


.30 


.29 


.19 


.16 


.16 



Not^t All correlation coofficionts havo baon roundod to two dacimal places. 

r > 0.16 is significant at tha .05 laval. 
r > 0.k:l is significant at tha .01 laval. 
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indicators. Again, grade seven was selected as an example, see Table 2, and data for 1986 were 
used. School employees were most interested in the correlations that revealed school conditions 
such as teacher perceptions of the school, student perceptions of parental interest, television 
watching time, educational expectations of students, and parental education level were signif- 
icantly linked to student cognitive scores. 

Some school employees have selected school conditions based on the statistical link wth 
student cognitive p)€rformance and worked to improve these conditions. This work was designed 
to improve student achievement. Many of the school employee efforts were rather straight 
foreward and were logical ideas. For example, students were encouraged to take more math- 
ematics courses, because the students taking more courses scored higher than students taking 
fewer courses. Strategies such as these contributed to schools improving the mathematics 
achievement level. 

Third, correlations were provided among the indicators or condition variables. An example 
of the information provided was illustrated by Table 3. School employees found this type of 
information of most value when examining the interrelationships among condition variables. 
For example, the statistical relationship between race and time spent watching television was 
examined on many occasions when interpreting results to school employees. It could be that the 
correlations among indicators provide some evidence that as schools improve in one area some 
positive influence may result in other areas. On the other side of this possibility, schools in de- 
cline may have decline in one area with the resulting influence producing declines in other areas. 



TABLE 2 



CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETHEEN 
SCHOOL CONDITION VARIABLE SCORES AND SCHOOL SCORES 

Grada 7 
1986 Normative Group 
N - 156 



1 GRENROLL 

2 PCTLI 

3 TUITION 



«i TSATPAR .58 .56 .52 .60 .5«i .61 .58 .<t9 .3«i « 

5 TEDUC 

8 CLSIZE 

9 TOBSERVE 



1 
2 
3 



5 
8 
9 

10 leader'" !35 .32 .26 .30 .30 .38 .23 .22 10 

11 TCHRINIT .«il .«i3 .33 .«i6 .<t<t .50 .«iO .33 .36 11 

12 DISROPTN .53 .50 .«il .50 .<i9 .57 .<i6 .39 .28 .22 12 

13 DISCIPLN .59 .52 .«i6 .53 .52 .56 .5«i .«i5 .28 .21 13 

14 PLANNING .35 .39 .26 .38 .39 .« .30 .3«i .22 1^ 

15 SCHLCLIM .5«i .<i6 .<i9 .53 .<il 15 

16 PCTGIRLS , }• 

17 PAREDUC .<i5 .55 .5«i .«i5 .«i5 .58 .«il .32 .35 17 

18 RESIDE -.22 -.23 18 

19 PCTMHITE .5«i .<i7 .45 .47 .49 .42 .56 .54 19 
29 MOBILITY -.31 -.23 -.22 -.30 -.22 -.31 -.36 20 

21 SPARINT .53 .58 .47 .51 .48 .60 .45 .37 .56 .36 21 

22 TVHATCH -.48 -.47 -.47 -.37 -.39 -.52 -.40 -.39 22 

23 PAREXP .27 .26 .24 .24 .27 .42 23 

24 EDEXPECT .23 .34 .31 .29 .31 .36 .21 .C8 24 

25 HOMEREAD .67 .66 .63 .60 .63 .65 .65 .56 .25 25 

26 TIMEREAD -28 .32 26 

27 HRITEPAR 27 

29 STUDYHAB .36 .42 .36 .41 .39 .40 .29 .23 .65 .43 29 

30 TIMEMATH fO 

31 TESTFREQ 51 

32 TESTRETN .44 .42 .4? .40 .50 .43 .51 .42 32 

33 CLDISCIP .55 .51 .44 .55 .54 .53 .48 .43 .39 .34 33 

36 MATHINST 56 

37 ENOLINST 57 

38 SCIINST 58 

39 SOCINST 59 
44 INTSCHL .26 .21 .31 .32 .25 .26 .75 .62 44 



No^ei All eorralation coafficiants hava baen roundad to two decimal places. 

Only correlation coafficiants which are significant at the .01 level or better are printed (r > .21). 

xSaa Table C-7 as kay to area identification. 
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TABLE 3 



CORRELAHON COEFFICIENTS AH0N6 
SCHOOL CONDITION VARIABLE SCORES 
Qfdm 7f 1964 NorMiiva 6roup» N « 154 
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XA 


19 
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BRcMlOLL 
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> 


lUXl AON 




• 91 


























































9 






**34 


.49 


.22 






















0 


CLSIZE 


.41 




22 


































.27 






















10 


LEADER 




-•23 




•43 






.24 
















11 


TCNRINIT 




*.31 




• 41 




.21 


• 23 


.56 














12 


OISRUPTN 




*.34 




.42 






.25 


.67 


.70 












15 


DISCIPLN 




-.39 




•47 






.26 


.66 


.70 


.60 










1% 


PLANNING 




-.37 




• 56 






.31 


.63 


.59 


.54 


.55 








15 


SCHLCLIN 




-.S9 




.40 






.24 


.52 


.52 


.63 


.65 


.56 






14 


PCT6» RLS 






























X7 


PAREDUC 




-.53 


.53 


.52 


.50 




.21 


.25 


.43 


.31 


.30 


.24 


.31 




1ft 

AO 




• 34 




.44 




.44 




























- 45 


.35 












.32 


.41 




.26 






MrWTI TTV 


• AH 




.42 




. 24 










-.27 


-.32 










SrlmXPIl 






9A 




.33 






.30 


.44 


.45 


.45 


.33 


.49 




99 


1 TfiAi vn 




&9 




-.32 






-.26 






-.26 


-.26 




-.27 




9T 






* 9& 


6T 


. 9A 


.36 








.32 












9& 








.55 


.39 


.36 






.22 


.39 


.23 




.23 


.22 






fflWlCIVCIW 




-.41 




.54 


.25 




.24 


.33 


.43 


.41 


.46 


.34 


.45 


.23 


a4 


TINEREAD 




























Zr 


PVUTcPAII 






9T 




















.22 




29 


STUDYHAS 




-.32 


.30 


.23 


.24 








.30 


.22 


.2e 






30 


TIHEHATN 






























31 


TESTFREQ 






























32 


TESTRETN 




-.37 




• 33 










.22 


.34 


.36 


.26 


.34 




33 


CLOISCIP 




-.34 




.42 










.25 


.35 


.46 


.23 


.29 




34 


MATNINST 






























37 


ENOLINSr 






























30 


SCIINST 






























39 


SOCINST 










.29 




















44 


INTSCH 








.27 
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.29 


.29 


.22 








23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


29 


30 


31 


32 




36 


37 


36 


39 



17 16 19 20 21 22 



46 



-.54 

.55 -.54 



.55 .24 .23 

.23 -.31 -.35 

.61 .54 .34 .47 

.64 .53 .27 .53 

.56 .34 .44 -.42 

.24 .27 
.23 

.45 .56 
-.23 

-.31 .46 -.37 .25 -.40 

.46 -.25 . 56 -.35 



.49 



24 


EDEKPECT 


.94 






25 


HOreREAD 


.31 


.36 




24 


TINEREAD 


.36 


.42 




27 


NRITEPAR 






.22 


29 


STUDYHAS 


.51 


.56 


.36 


30 


TIHEHATH 








31 


TESTFRER 








32 


TESTRETN 






.44 


33 


CLDISCIP 






.26 


36 
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ENOLINST 








36 


SCIINST 








39 
44 


SOCINST 
XNTSCHL 
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mi ihm .01 l«v«l or bttiUr mrm priniad f r •211 

.27 



.40 .34 
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•23 ^ 
.27 Qp 
.34 .30 '^^^ 

.25 .42 .26 .36 




STABILITY OF CORRELATIONS OVER TIME 



Data were collected and analyzed over the past 18 years uiih the testing package revised in 
1986, 1985, 1978, 1974, 1972, and 1970. As a result of changes in the testing packages, change 
over time can most easily be examined by reviewing years where the same package was em- 
ployed. For this paper, correlations from the most recent testing package were used to examine 
stability of the correlations. In general, the correlations did vary only slightly from year to year, 
and those changes were probably a product of having fewer urban school districts in the norm 
sample used to calculate the correlations. 



To illustrate the stability of the correlations. Appendix C was developed. Correlations for 
1986 and 1987 at grade seven were included. A review of the correlations revealed some slight 
changes, but few changes that were dramatic. In fact, the diflferences between correlations for 
diflerent grade levels on the same pair of indicators may be of more interest. Selected indicators 
were used at different grade levels. As a result it is possible to examine the change in statistical 
relationships between grades. For example, the correlation between the percentage white (race) 
and the time spent watching television changed from -.24 at grade four, -.28 at grade six, -.31 
at grade seven, -.42 at grade nine to -.43 at grade eleven. lUustrating that at higher grade levels 
the percentage of white students was stronger in the statistical link to television watching time. 
A higher percentage of white students was associated with less time spent watching television 
when the school mean data wf^re examined. 



SELECTION OF INDICATORS 



When the EQA Program was developed school condition variables were used mainly in the 
prediction process. That is, indicators were employed in the regression model as independent 
variables and the student cognitive and affective goal area scores were dependent variables. 
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Each school received a predicted score range as a result. If the indicator had a statistically sig- 
nificant relationship with the cognitive or affective goal scores it was considered to be of greater 
value. Indicators were not selected just because of a statistical link with goal area scores, they 
were also selected based on the value of the infomnation that was provided to school employees. 
In total, the indicators were selected and developed based on first, (I) the value of the infor- 
mation provided to school employees and second, the strength of the statistical relationship with 
student cognitive and affective goal area scores. 

As the EQA Program has changed over several years the process for selecting and develop- 
ing indicators was modified. At the present, the value of the information provided to school 
employees is a much more important consideration in the process than just the ability to predict 
goal area scores. For example, if the indicator information is available from other sources then 
it does not need to be collected and reported through the EQA Program. If the indicator was 
linked to school effectiveness, effective instruction or organizational, development research or 
was one of the state adopted goals it was considered as a candidate to be included. If the indi- 
cator information wiU promote productive educational change or will encourage an investi- 
gation of a selected area then it was considered. In general, the EQA Program is designed to 
provide information on a wide range of i cator variables that are of some value in promoting 
educational change. 

USE OF INDICATORS 

During the eighteen years that the Pennsylvania EQA program has been in operation, se- 
veral follow-up surveys were conducted. In one of the follow-up surveys (Blust and Hertzog, 
1979) the use of EQA indicators was investigated. In this survey one of the major concerns was 
that the indicator data be of value and promote educational change. 
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A question presented in that survey gathered information on the indicators being of use. 
Table 4 presents the results for the administrators that responded. From 51 percent to 90 per- 
cent of the respondents indicated the indicator and statistic employed were of use. 



Table 4 

Use of the Indicator Information 



Options 


Percentage Indicating Useful 


cognitive and afTective scores (percentiles) 


88 


cognitive and affective scores (item data) 


67 


predicted scores 


90 


indicators-condition variables (percentiles) 


51 


indicators-condition variables (item data) 


59 



n=99 



If the information ,in Table 1, was of use then the school officials should disseminate the 
information. A question was presented on lo whom the results were disseminated as a part of 
the follow-up survey. The groups that received the indicator information were listed in Table 
5. It may be interesting to review the percentages based on the fact that legislation in 
Pennsylvania requires EQA data to be reported only to the local school board. It was noted 
most teachers (84 to 91 percent) and central office administrators did receive the data. Also, 
some effort was made to inform the public most often through the news media. 
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Table 5 

Groups Receiving the Indicator Information 



Options Percentage 



school board members 99 

principals 100 

central office staff 90 

most elementary teachers 91 

most middle/junior high teachers 84 

most high school teachers 88 

PTA, PTO any parent group 47 

general public 68 



n=99 

As a result of reviewing the data and working with the information some changes were made 
by school districts. A question on the survey investigated the use made of the results. Table 6 
lists the responses for that item. Overall, administrators indicated changes were made and that 
indicator data were encouraging those changes. In 71 percent of the cases revisions of existing 
program*? were made as a result of the information. \ew programs were developed in 24 percent 
of the cases. Also, the data became a basis for planning teacher in-ser\'ice activities. 
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Table 6 
Ufe Made of the Information 



Options 



Percentage 



to made building level decisions 



89 



for teacher in-service plans 



67 



revise existing programs 



71 



new programs were planned 



24 



new programs trieJ out 



13 



new programs implemented 



10 



n = 99 



Other changes were noted as part of the survey. Some of those changes were in the areas 
of course offerings (34 percent^, course content (64 percent), and changes in teaching strategies 
(61 percent). It was noted that greater use of data by teachers would be desirable. 

In total, the survey indicated some of educational changes were a product of presenting in- 
dicator data. This was encouraging information in that school employees were using data and 
that change efforts were under\vay. Each Pennsylvania school district produces a long-range 
plan every five years that is submitted to the Department of Education. The indicator informa- 
tion for goal scores is considered in formulating the long-range plan. 
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ALTERING INDICATORS TO BE PART OF A NATIONAL SYSTEM 



The Division of Educational Testing and Evaluation has developed, selected and imple- 
mented new indicators over the life of the EQA Program. Hence, it would be rather easy to 
employ most new indicators provided from other sources for use in the Pennsylvania EQA 
program. The issue of implementation would be easily resolved for most indicators. If a list of 
indicators was supplied they could be made part of the EQA Program. 



A major problem might occur when an indicator supplied from a national system is in con- 
flict with the data collected by other divisions in the Pennsylvania Department of Education. 
One example would be the way in which attendance data are collected. In Pennsylvania the 
opportunity to modify the attendance data collection system is rather limited. This is due to the 
attendance data being part of the school district funding formula which is in state legislation 
that is rather diflicult to change because of political constraints. Another example would be the 
way drop-out data are collected and reported. In addition, some resistance would be exhibited 
to altering indicators that had been collected one way over several years. The response would 
be that it would destroy the longitudinal studies that are underway. A possible response to this 
concern would be to examine the value of having one system for the nation that would allow 
longitudinal studies with national data. Thus, both state and national data could be employed 
in analyzing school and school district indicators. 



An alternative to having the state agencies collect indicator data would be to have data 
collected by sampling schools or school districts from each state as part of a national data col- 
lection system. If a national data collection system was employed, then a major concern would 
be the overlap in data collected by the state and national systems. As a result, two different 
agencies could be collecting the same data, or the two agencies could be collecting the same data 
in two different forms. School district administrators could be required to record data in difler- 
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cm forms and repot the data in difTcrcni forms. This may reduce the enthusiasm for the task 
by school administrators. Student time on testing and administrator time on record keeping may 
be negative factors. In order to collect data from all schools selected in a sample from 
Pennsylvania it may be necessary to mandate the national indicator program. Mandating the 
program may be the only means to have all school district administrators conduct additional 
testing and compile additional records, because of the amount of testing conducted in 
Pennsylvania at this time. 
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nOHDITIOH VARIABLES 



Var1ab1«/T1t !• Maaaura *wa1ght1ng Description 



Data con acted from POE records 



1. GRENROLL 
Grade enrol iment 


The number of stu* 
dents participating 
In tha assessment was 
read from EQA comput- 
er records. 


The number of stu- 
dents tested In the 
participating grade 


A higher number indi- 
cates a larger grade 

enro 1 Iment . 


2. PCTLI 

Percentage of Iom 
Income students 


The percentage of 
students f'^om low 
Income families 
attending the school 
was oDtalned from POE 
Chapter 1 files. 


Expressed to the 
nearest hundredth of 
a percent 


A higher percentage 
indicates that the 
school has a higher 
percentage of stu- 
dents from low income 
f ami 1 1 es. 


3. TUITION 
Tuition rate 


The tuition rate 
established for the 

school district was 
obtained from POE 
recor Js. 


Expressed to the 
nearest whole dollar 
for the previous 
school year 


A higher number indi- 
cates that the dis- 
trict reported 
spending more money 
per student. 


Data collected from teacher questionnaires 


4. TSATPAR 

Satisfaction with 
relationships with 
parents 


The teachers reported 
how sat1sf1e"( they 
are with their 
relationships with 
parents and parent 
groups . 


3 s Very satisfied 
2 = Somewhat 

satisfied 
1 = Somewhat 

dissatisfied 
0 = Very dissatisfied 


A higher score indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers have greater 
satisfaction with 
their relationships 
with parents and par- 
ent groups. 


5. TEOUC 

Teacher education 


The teachers reported 
the level of formal 
education they have 
attained. 


4 = Ooctor's degree 
3 = Master's degree 

plus 1 year 
2 = Master's degree 

or equivalency 
1 = Bachelor's degree 
0 s No degree 


A higher score indi- 
cates that the 
school 's instruc- 
tional staff reported 
higher levels oi 
formal education. 


6. TPARCONF 

Parent attendance 
at parent-teacher 
conferences 

(Grades 4 and 6) 


The teachers reported 
the percentages of 
students' parents who 
attend scheduled par* 
ent-teacher confer- 
ences . 


4 c 81-100 percent 
3 = 61-80 percent 
2 » 41-60 percent 
1 = 21-40 percent 
0 = 0-20 percent 


A higher score indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers reported a higher 
percentage of stu- 
dents' parents attend 
scheduled 

parent-teacher con- 
ferences . 


7. SUPVBLOG 

Supervl s Ion 
of building 

(Grades 4 and 6) 


The tec "lers Indi- 
cated 1 ie position 
title of the person 
In Charge of the 
building In which 
they te^ch and the 
number of bul 1 dings 
that pfcrs Super- 
vises . 


1 = Principal of a 

single building 
0 = A1 1 others 


A score of 1 indi- 
cates that the bul Id- 
ing is Supervised by 
a principal who is 
responsible for only 
that building; a 
score of 0 indicates 
the bul Iding 1 s 
Supervised by a per- 
son other than suCh a 
principal . 
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8. ClSIZE 

Average class size 


The teachers reported 
their average class 
size eicludlng super- 
visory duties such as 
study hal 1 . 


Expressed as average 
class size for al 1 
teachers 


A higher number Indi- 
cates a larger aver- 
age class size. 


9. TOdSCRVC 

Number of classroom 
observat Ions 


The teach. rs Indi- 
cated the number of 
formal classroom 
observat 1 ons made of 
thel r Instruct Ion 
each year. 


4 « Four or more 
3 « Three 
2 s Tmo 
1 = One 
0 « None 


A higher score Indl- 
cates that the teach- 
ers reported hav 1 ng 
more classroom obser- 
vations each year. 


10. LEADER 

Teacher perception of 
bul Iding leadership 


The teachers Indi- 
cated the degree to 
Mhlch they agreed 
«1th eight positive 
statements about the 
leadership In their 
school . 


For pos 1 t 1 ve 1 y Morded 
statements : 

4 = Strongly Agree 

3 s Mostly Agree 

2 = Neither Agree 

nor Olsagree 

1 = Mostly Olsagree 

0 s Strongly Olsagree 

or 

4 = Always 

3 = Almost Always 

2 = Frequently 

1 = Occasional ly 

0 = Rarely or Kever 

For negatively worded 
statements, the scor- 
ing Is rAve«''sed . 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers are more 
satisfied with the 
leadership In their 
school building. 


11. tcmrinit 

Teacher- In* t lated 
env 1 ronment 


The teachers Indi- 
cated the degree to 
Mhlch they agreed 
with nine positive 
statements about 
their Initiative In 
and cont ro 1 of school 
envl ronment factors . 


A higher score indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers feel thev hawA 
more control over 
positive aspects of 
the school 
atmosphere . 


12. OISRUPTN 

Freedom from 
disruptions to 
Instruct Ion 


The teachers Indi- 
cated the degree to 
Mhlch they agreed 
Mith * MO positive and 
sIm negative state- 
ments about 
disruptions to class- 
room Inst ruct Ion . 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the tnach- 
crs reported fewer 
d 1 srupt 1 on& to c 1 ass- 
room Instruction. 


13. DISCIPLN 

Teacher perception of 
disclpl ine 


*tachers indl- 
the degree to 
they agreed 

*1 M pos 1 1 1 ve and 
i .egatlve state- 
ments about their 

perception of niscl- 
pl Ine In the hool . 




A higher score Indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers perceive that 
discipline Is handled 
better in the school. 


14. PLANNING 

Teacher Involvement 
In planning functions 


The teachers indi- 
cated the degree to 
Mhlch they agreed 
Mith seven positive 
statements about 
the 1 r 1 nvo 1 vement *. n 
var 1 ous t ypes of 
plannlpg activities 
for the school . 




A higher score Indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers fee 1 that they 
are more highly 
involved In planning 
activities which take 
place in the school , 


IS. SCHLCLIM 

Teacher perception of 
fChcol climate 


The teacher^ Indi- 
cated the degree to 
Mhlch they agreed 
Mith one negative and 
three positive state- 
ments about the 
general envl ronment 
or c 1 Imate of the 
schoo 1 . 




A higher score indi- 
cates that the teach- 
ers feel that the 
school has a better 
working environment. 
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Data coM«ct«d from student quast 1 onna 1 res 



16. PCTGXRLS 
Percentage of girls 


The studants Indl - 
cated el ther ma i a 

(or boy) or fe- 
male (or girl). 


Expressed as a per- 
centage 


A Kilal^Ar* n0r*rAntxaA 

l-^dlcates that the 
school has a greater 
propor t i on of girls 
In the participating 
grade . 


17. PAREDUC 
Parental education 


The highar lavel of 
the f ot 1 Owing was 
used : 

(1) The students 
reported the highest 
levels of formal edu- 
cation attained by 
their fathers or male 
guard lans . 

< ''V aiuovnia 

reported the highest 
levels of formal edu- 
cation attained by 
their mothers or 
female guardians. 


4 « Advanced college 
degree 

3 = Co' lege graduate 

2 * Some co 1 1 ege , 
vocat lona 1 , 
techn 1 ca 1 • 
bus 1 ness schoo 1 
after high school 

1 = High school 
graduate 

graduate 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the school 
draws students from 
homes In wh 1 ch 
parents have higher 
levels of formal 
educat i on . 


IB. RESIDE 

Population density of 
residential community 


The s tudent s reported 
(with the help of the 
•xami ner If neces- 
sary) tha types of 
communities In which 
they Mere 1 1 ving. 


7 s In Phi ladelphia 
or PI ttsburgh 

6 = Inside a large 
city (100.000 to 
500.000 people) 

5 = Inside a medium 
size c1 ty ( 10.000 
to 100.000 people) 

4 = In a suburb of 
Philadelphia or 
PI ttsburgh 

3 = In a suburb of a 
large city 

2 s In a suburb of a 
medium size c 1 ty 

1 s In a smal 1 town 
(less than 10,000 
people) that Is 
not a suburb 

0 = In the open coun- 
try or In a f arm- 
ing communi ty 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents reside In areas 
of more dense popu- 
lation. 


1 Q PTTWHI TP 

Percentage of Mhite 
s t uden t s 


Mhich best described 
them: Black. White. 
Hispanic, Asian or 
Amer 1 can Ind 1 an 


centage 


A ^ilriliAr* nar*rArttAap 

indicates that the 
school has a greater 
proportion of white 
students in the pai — 
t i c i pat i ng grade . 


20. MOBILITY 

Frequency of 
res 1 dence/ schoo 1 
change 


The students reported 
the number of differ- 
ent schoo 1 bu 1 1 d 1 ngs 
they attended within 
the pas t three years 

^^AfSkiiKA t hA vy r*HJKnnnf^ 
uwL.au9V ^' 'V y L.naiiyeu 

res 1 dence. 


4 = 5 or more school 

Du 1 1 d ings 
3=4 school 

Dul 1 d ings 
2=3 school 

1 = 2 school 
dul 1 dings 

0=1 h^ve not moved 
mI th in the past 
three years. 


A higher score indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents have changed 
residence and schools 
more often in the 

nst^fr frhfAA wA9f*s 


2 1 . SPARINT 

Student perception of 

|J4BI(0filBI IlllVrVSl III 

school 


The students reported 
their opinions on two 
1 teins : 

(1) My parents enjoy 
hearing about school. 
f 2) My parents fael 
the school Is doing a 
good job. 


3 = Almost always 
2 = Usual 1 y 
1 = Somet imes 
0 — Almost never 


A h 1 gher score i nd i - 
cates that the stu- 
dents feel that their 
parents have a great- 
er interest in school 
and a higher opinion 
of the joD done by 
the school . 
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22. TVWATCM 

Stud«nt t1m« sp«nt 
•"•tching t4»1«v1slon 


The students reported 
their est imates of 
time usual ly spent 
watching tal evislon 
^rofii the time they 
get home from school 
until they go to bad. 


5 « About sin hours 

(or more) 
4 s About five houra 
3 « About four hOura 
2 « About three hours 

1 s About two hours 
0 - About one hour 
(or less) 


A higher acora Indi- 
cates thet the stu- 
dents report watching 
more television on 

school nights. 


23. P^REXP 

Stud«nt p«rC«pt1on of 
p«r«nt«1 •xp«ctat1ont 

(Grades 7« 9 and 1 1 ) 


The students reported 
their perceptions of 
how much schooling 
their parents or 
guardians e»per,ted 
theffl to complete. 


4 X Advanced college 
degree 

3 - Graduation from a 
four-year col lege 

2 « Two-year college 
or other post-high 
school training 

1 » Graduation from 
h 4 ah schoo 1 

0 - Quit high school 
before graduating 


A ;1g'-tr score Indl- 
catea that tha stu- 
dents feel that their 
parenta expect them 
to achieve higher 
educat lonal levels 


24. EDEXPECT 

Student aducatlonal 
aiipact at Ions 

(Gradea 7. 9 and 1 1 ) 


The atudents reported 

how much schooling 
they expect to com- 
plete. 


4 « Advanced college 
degree 

3 * Graduation from a 
four*yaar college 

2 = Two-year college 
or other post-high 
school training 

1 « Graduation from 
h 1 ah schoo 1 

0 - Quit high school 
before graduating 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents have higher 
educational expecta- 
t 1 ons . 


25. HOMER EAD 

Reading material In 

the home 


The students reported 

approximate num- 
ber* of magazines and 
bookc In tha home. 


Magazines (per month): 

0 = None 

1 * 1 or 2 

2 a 3 or 4 

3 = 5 or more 
Books : 

0 * 0 - 24 

1 * 25 - 99 

2 = 100 - 249 

3 = 250 or more 


A higher score Indi- 
cates t'lat the stu- 
dents report more 
magLzlnes and books 
In their homes. 


26. TIMEREAD 

Time apent reading at 
home 


The atudenta reported 
how ffluch time each 
day thay apend read- 
ing at home. 


5 » Three hours 

(or more) 
4 B Two hours 
3 ■ One hour 
2 K 30 ml nutaa 
1 B 15 minutes 
0 = None 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that tha stu- 
dents report spending 
more time reading at 
home . 


27. WRITEPAR 

Frequency of writing 
assignments 


The students reported 
how often they are 
required to write a 
paragraph or more as 
school assi gnments . 


4 s At least once 

a day 
3 - At least once 

a week 

2 = About once a 

mont h 
1 s Only once or 

twice a year 
0 s Never 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents report being 
required to write at 
least a paragraph 
more often. 


26. PLANSWRK 

perceived ability to 
comDiate schoolMOrk 

(Grade 4) 


The students reported 
their perceptions of 
their abl 1 1 ty to plan 
and carry out school 
work . 


4 = very good 
3 - Good 

2 = Satisfactory 
1 s Fair 

C = Poor 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents perceive they 
riB vw 9 * wB \ Qr ■oiiiiy 
to plan and carry out 
schoo 1 work . 


29. STUDVHAB 

Perceived quality of 
study habits 


Tha students reported 
their perception^ of 
the qua 1 1 ty of thai r 
study habits. 


4 s Excel lent 

3 = Good 

2 = Satisfactory 
1 « Fair 

0 a Poor 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents perceive they 
have higher quality 
study habits. 
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30. TIMEMATH 

T1m« Spent on msth* 
smatlcs ssslgnmsnts 


Ths studsnts rsportsd 
ths spproximsts 
smounts of tims sach 
day Outslds of msth 
cisss thsy spsnd 
doing math assign- 
msnts . 


4 » Two hours 
(or mo r s ) 
3 » 0ns hour 
2 « 30 minutss 
1 » 15 minutss 
0 * Nons 


A highsr score Indl- 

dsnts rsportsd 
spsnding mors tims 
Outslds of cisss on 
msth sss Ign msnts . 


31. TESTFREQ 

Frsqusncy of tssts 
or Quizzss 


Ths Studsnts rsportsd 
hOM oftsn thsy hsvs s 
tsst or quiz In most 


4 » Mors thsn ones 

s MSSk 
3 » Ones a MSSk 

• uncv WW wry 

tmO MSSkS 
1 s Ones svsrv 

thrss MSSks 

0 * Hoes s month 
(or Isss) 


A hIghsr scors Indl- 
cstss thst ths stu- 
dsnts rspo'^tsd hsving 
morv ivsis or quizzes 
In most of their 
c 1 sssss . 


32. TESTRETN 

TImSly rsturn of 
tssts 

(Grsdss 7, 9 snd 1 1) 


Ths studsnts rsportsd 
In how many classss 
ths tsschsrs rsturn 
tssts soon sftsr thSy 
taks thsm. 


4 s A1 1 of my elSSSSS 
3 s Most of my 
C 1 SSStIS 

2 - Soms 0^ my 

Cl sssss 
1 = FsM of my CISSSSS 
0 * Nons of my 

CiSSSSS 


A highsr score Indl- 
cstss thst studsnts 

srs rsturn tssts soon 
sftsr sdmlnlstsr Ing 
thSm In mors of their 
cl sssss. 


Studsnt psrcsptlon of 
cisssroom disclpllns 

(Grsdss 7. 9 snd 11) 


1 nv • I uu V n h 9 i vpwi ivu 

their pvrcsptions of 
disclpllns ss s prob- 
ism In ths cisssroom. 


'i SI tj A ft< A ^ M M M 1 

0 * H*v*r ■ prooivm 
2 = SomStlmSS a 

probism 

1 2 Ususlly s probism 
0 = Almost slMSys 

s probism 


A mgner scors inui — 
cstss thst the stu- 
dsnts psrceivs their 
classrooms as mors 
f rss of disclpl ine 
probi sms . 


34. PCTACAD 

Psrcsntsgs of scadsm- 

Ic/collsgs prep stu- 
dsnt s 

(Grade 11) 


Ths studsnts Indl- 
catsd which tsrms 
bsst dsscrlbsd 
thsir prssent high 
s c HO o1 oroarttms* 

w b 1 1 W W 1 ^ 1 W y 1 V III 9 ■ 

Acsdsir.lc or ccllsgs 
prsparatory; Gsnsrsi ; 
vocational or tschnl- 
cal ; Busi nsss or 
commsrcl a 1 


Exprssssd as a psr- 
csntsgs 


A highsr psrcsntsge 
indlcstss thst ths 
school has a greater 
percentage of stu- 

ucnia in An AwAuvinio 

or college preparato- 
ry program. 


35. HRSWORK 

flW U 1 w W 1 V ill^ 1 W V III V Ilk 

par MSSk 
(Grsds 11) 


Ths studsnts rsportsd 
hOM many hours s wssk 

mOnSy . 


4 z Mors thsn 20 

hours 
w lo \v »u nwui 9 
2 s Mors thsn 8. but 

isss thsn 16 hours 
1 s Soms. up to 8 

hours 
0 = Nons 


A higher score Indi- 
cates thst studsnts 
reporieo in«y MorK 
more hours s MSSk to 
ssrn money. 


36. MAThlNST 

Psr c Aot 1 On t%f d 1 r Ar t 

r V i b V bIWII Wl UllVbb 

Instruction In math- 
smat ICS 

(Grsdss 7. 9 snd 1 1 ) 


Ths studsnts tsking 
ths cisss rsportsd 

VWWW b IIWM IllUbll ^ 1 ifllV 

Is ususi 1 y spsnt on 
iscturs and classroom 
discussion In math" 
smat ICS «.lsss. 


4 = Mors thsn 30 
minutss psr 

3 = 21-30 minutss pSr 
cisss psriod 

2 = 10-20 minutss psr 
cisss psriod 


A highsr sees "indi- 
cstss thst «.hs stu- 

ri An ^ n ^ A nn ^ ^ aH 

rscslving mors dirsct 
msthsmat Ics Instruc- 
tlon through iscture 
snd/or classroom dis- 
cussion . 


37. ENGLINST 

Psrcsptlon of dirsct 
Instruction In Eng- 
t Ish 

(Grsdss 7. 9 snd 11) 


Ths studsnts tsking 
ths cisss rsportsd 
sbout hOM much tIms 
^s ususi 1y spsnt on 
iscturs and classroom 
discussion In English 
cisss. 


1 - Lsss than 10 
minutss psr 
c 1 sss psr 1 od 


A highsr scors indi- 
cstss that ths stu- 
dents rsportod 
rscslving mors direct 
Engl Ish 

Instruct Ion through 
Iscturs snd/or cisss- 
room discussion. 
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38. SCIINST 

Perception of direct 
Instruction In scl** 
ence 

(Grades 7. 9 and 11) 


The students taking 
the class reported 
about hOH much time 
Is u3ua1 1y spent on 
lecture and classroom 
discussion In science 
c less . 


4 « More then 30 
minutes per 
class period 

3 « 21-30 minutas per 
Class period 

2 « 10*20 minutes per 
class period 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents reported 
receiving more direct 
sc lence Inst ruct 1 on 
through lecture 
and/or classroom dis- 
cussion. 


39. SOCINST 

Perception of direct 
Instruction In social 
studies 

(Grades 7. 9 and 1 ;) 


The students taking 
the Class reported 
ebout hOM much time 
1 s usual 1 y spent on 
lecture and classroom 
discussion In social 
studies class. 


1 s Less than 10 
minutes per 
class period 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents reported 
receiving more direct 
social studies 
Instruct Ion through 
lecture and/or class- 
room discussion. 


40. PCTMATH 

Percentage of stu- 
dents taking math- 
emat 1 cs 


The percentage of 
students report Ing 
mathematics class 

activity. 


Expresse^j as a per- 
centage . 


A higher percentage 
Indicates that more 
students reported 
that they have math- 
emetics class. 


42. PCTSCI 

Percentage of stu- 
dents taking science 


The percentage of 
students report Ing 
science class activ- 
ity. 


Expressed as a per- 
centage. 


A higher percentage 
Indicates that more 
students reported 
tf jt they have sci- 
ence class. 


44. INTSCML 
Interest In school 


The students reported 
their agreement with 
questions or state- 
ments about their 
Interest In and sat- 
isfaction with their 
school situation. 

Grades 4,6: 12 posi- 
tive questions be- 
ginning with "How do 
you feel . . .?" 

Grades 7.9: 19 posi- 
tively-worded and 9 
negat 1 vely-worded 
statements 

Grade 11: 22 posi- 
tively-worded and 6 
negat 1 vel y- worded 
s t a t amen t s 


Grades 4 and 6: 

3 = very happy 

2 = A Httle happy 

1 = A little unhappy 

0 - very unhappy 

For positively worded 
st:3tements at Grades 
7 . 9 and 1 1 : 

3 * Strong 1 y agree 

2 z Mostly agree 

1 = Mostly disagree 

0 s Strongly disagree 

For negatively worded 
statements, the scor- 
ing Is reversed. 


A higher score Indi- 
cates that the stu- 
dents are mo'-e 
Interested In and 
satisfied with their 
schoo 1 si tuat Ion . 


PARENC 

Parental encourage- 
ment 

steachex 

Student perception of 
teacher expectations 


The students reported 
their perceptions of 
( 1 ) the degree par- 
ents or guardians en- 
courage them and (2) 
what their teachers 
expect of them. 


'To be one of the 
best students 
-To be an abovti- 
everage student 
-To be at least an 
average student 
-To do just wei i 
enough to get by 
(Parents) 
-To be a below- 
everage student 
(Teachers) 
-1 don 't know 


A weight was not 
placed on the re- 
sponses, but It Is 
general 1y considered 
that more parentel 
encouragement and 
higher teacher expec- 
tations are positive 
attributes. **l don't 
know" may be the 
least favorable 
conal t Ion. 


TESTCOND 

Conditions at the 
time of testing 


The students reported 
whether the examiner 
seemed positive ^.id 
whether they and 
other students took 
the tests seriously. 


-Strongi y Agree 
-Mostly Agree 
-Most 1 y D1 sagree 
-Strongly Disagree 


No weights were as- 
signed to the re- 
sponses. Reports of 
positive attitudes 
aid In validation of 
other results. 



•*The results for these variables are printed at the end of the school report. 

ERIC -33- 47 



APPENDIX B 
Grade Seven Nwms for 1986 



48 

ERIC 



TABLE A-7 



1986 PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL NORMS 
GRADE 7 SCHOOLS 
N = 156 



pre- 
CEN- 

TTI F 


Reading 

Compre- 
hension 


Writing 
Skills 


Mathe- 
matics 


Analyti- 
cal 
Thinking 


Social 
Studies 


Arts a 
Humani- 
ties 


Science 
a Tech- 
nology 


Environ- 
ment 


Self- 
Concept 


Healt>i 
Prac- 
tices 


PER- 
CEN- 
TTl F 


95 


32 


.50 


43 


55 


34 


.01 


19 


.42 


35 


.06 


30 


69 


20 


.89 


21 


.54 


64 


83 


104. 


75 


95 


90 


31 


.36 


42 


96 


33 


.21 


19 


.08 


33 


.81 


30 


03 


20 


.44 


21 


.07 


63 


.76 


103. 


23 


90 


85 


31 


.18 


42 


50 


32 


.78 


18 


.99 


33 


.39 


29 


60 


20 


.17 


20 


.80 


63 


.36 


102. 


40 


85 


80 


31 


.03 


42 


09 


32 


.08 


18 


.83 


32 


.93 


28 


96 


19 


.88 


20 


.59 


62 


.96 


101. 


50 


80 


75 


30 


.60 


41 


76 


31 


42 


18 


.41 


32 


.67 


28 


59 


19 


.53 


20 


44 


62 


.49 


100. 


97 


75 


70 


30 


.07 


41 


28 


31 


.13 


18 


.30 


32 


.10 


28 


09 


19 


.41 


20 


.17 


62 


.28 


100. 


57 


70 


65 


29 


.81 


40 


91 


30 


.9? 


18 


.01 


31 


.75 


27. 


37 


19 


.28 


19 


91 


61 


.97 


100. 


23 


65 


60 


29 


.53 


40 


55 


30 


49 


17 


.85 


31 


.58 


27. 


06 


19 


.05 


19 


76 


61 


.56 


99. 


59 


60 


55 


29 


.24 


40 


26 


30 


25 


17 


.65 


31 


.24 


26. 


70 


18 


.77 


19 


52 


61 


.30 


99. 


17 


55 


50 


28 


.99 


39 


69 


29 


.53 


17 


.35 


30 


.85 


26. 


47 


18 


.54 


19 


32 


60 


98 


98. 


77 


50 


45 


28 


.49 


39 


48 


29 


.15 


17 


.17 


30 


.46 


26. 


30 


18 


.32 


19 


21 


60 


.56 


98. 


05 


45 


40 


28 


.11 


39 


26 


28 


.68 


16 


.90 


29 


.83 


26. 


16 


18 


.08 


18 


87 


60 


22 


97. 


65 


40 


35 


27 


.87 


38 


78 


28 


21 


16 


.73 


29 


61 


25. 


90 


17 


.88 


18 


65 


60 


01 


97 . 


25 


35 


30 


27 


.45 


38 


22 


27 


89 


16 


.55 


29 


.30 


25. 


39 


17 


.62 


18 


30 


59 


.45 


96. 


70 


30 


25 


27 


.00 


37 


81 


27 


59 


16 


.30 


28 


71 


24. 


98 


17 


.30 


18 


04 


58 


.91 


96 . 


29 


25 


20 


26 


.57 


36 


93 


n 


25 


15 


.96 


28 


.r6 


24. 


51 


16 


.93 


17 


75 


58 


45 


95. 


36 


20 


15 


25 


.89 


36 


29 


26 


25 


:5.67 


27 


72 


24. 


00 


16 


63 


17 


33 


57 


81 


95. 


06 


15 


10 


25 


.11 


35 


54 


25 


37 


15 


45 


26 


68 


23. 


38 


16 


32 


16 


85 


57 


48 


93. 


69 


10 


5 


24 


50 


33 


62 


24 


48 


14 


73 


25 


71 


22. 


33 


15 


59 


16 


35 


56 


53 


93. 


13 


5 


Mean 


28 


57 


39 


48 


29 


47 


.7 


29 


30 


56 


26. 


62 


18 


39 


19 


16 


60 


79 


98. 


67 


Mean 


Std 
Dav 


2 


67 


3. 


02 


3 


14 


1 


59 


2 


90 


2. 


65 


1 


75 


1 


81 


2 


60 


3. 


76 


Std 
Dev 



49 



50 



TABLE B-7 

1986 PERCENTILE DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLES 
GRADE 7 SCHOOLS 
N - 156 



PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


1 

GRENROLL 


2 

PCTLI 


3 

TUITION 


4 

TSATPAR 


5 

TEDUC 


8 

CLSIZE 


9 

TOBSERVE 


10 
LEADER 


1 

11 

TCHRINIT 


PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


95 


300 


51 


.50 


3483 


2 


.39 


2 


.10 


26 


.57 


3 


.08 


28 


.26 


29 


.55 


95 


90 


257 


^4 


.30 


5141 


? 


.32 


2 


.04 


25 


.80 


2 


.61 


27 


.23 


29 


.02 


90 


85 


241 


^2 


.20 


3062 


2 


.23 


1 


.97 


25 


.36 


2 


.50 


26 


.88 


28 


.75 


85 


80 


217 


39 


.20 


2953 


2 


.18 


1 


.90 


24 


.85 


2 


.34 


25 


.82 


28 


.40 


80 


75 


209 


36 


.20 


2891 


2 


.15 


1 


.86 


24 


.52 


2 


.19 


25 


.23 


28 


.04 


75 


70 


194 


33 


.^0 


2756 


2 


.10 


1 


.84 


24 


.04 


2 


.14 


24 


.70 


27 


.62 


70 


65 


181 


31 


.70 


2621 


2 


.'8 


1 


.80 


23 


.70 


2 


.09 


24 


.14 


27 


.47 


65 


60 


162 


30 


.^0 


2539 


2 


.05 


1 


.77 


23 


.47 


2 


.04 


23 


.71 


27 


.22 


60 


55 


151 


27 


.60 


2453 


2 


.00 


1 


.74 


23 


.34 


1 


.96 


22 


.96 


27 


.00 


55 


50 


139 


25 


.30 


2423 


1 


.97 


1 


.69 


23 


.00 


1 


.90 


22 


.30 


26 


.71 


50 


45 


135 


23 


.80 


2359 


1 


.94 


1 


.67 


22 


.65 


1 


.80 


21 


.98 


26 


.60 


45 


40 


130 


21 


.00 


2309 


1 


.89 


1 


.64 


22 


40 


1 


.54 


21 


.53 


26 


.33 


40 


35 


119 


18 


.10 


2281 


1 


.85 


1 


.61 


22 


14 


1 


.41 


21 


.14 


26 


.12 


35 


30 


111 


15 


. 50 


2228 


1 


.82 


1 


.57 


21 


98 


1 


.33 


20 


.85 


25 


.82 


30 






1^ 


.90 




1 


.80 


1 


.54 


21 


73 


1 


.27 


20 


.38 


25 


.49 


25 


20 


90 


12 


.^0 


2165 


1 


.75 


1 


.50 


21 


30 


1 


.20 


20 


.12 


25 


.17 


20 


15 


80 


10 


.90 


2104 


1 


.70 


1 


.46 


20 


74 


1 


.12 


19 


.15 


24 


.89 


15 


10 


77 


8 


.70 


2085 


1 


.65 


1 


.40 


20 


20 


1 


.08 


17 


.65 


23 


.93 


10 


5 


63 


6 


.20 


1958 


1 


.54 


1 


.35 


19. 


24 


1 


.00 


16 


.12 


22 


.70 


5 


Mean 


159 


26 


.^6 


2561 


1 


97 


1 


.72 


22. 


99 


1 


.85 


22 


.49 


26 


.66 


Mean 


Std 
D«v 


80 


1< 


.52 


496 


0 


27 


0 


.24 


2. 


36 


0 


68 


3 


92 


2 


05 


Std 
Dev 



52 



I 



TABLE B-7 (Continued) 
1986 



PER- 
GEN- 
TILE 


12 

DISRUPTN 


13 

DISCIPLN 


14 

PLANNING 


15 

SCHLCLIH 


1 

16 

PCTGIRLS 


17 

PAREDUC 


18 
RESIDE 


19 

PCTWHITE 


20 

MOBILITY 


21 
SPARINT 


22 
TVWATCH 


PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


95 


21.70 


?2.53 


io 


£. O 
. D7 




. OO 


DD 




2. 


37 


4 


. 7 1 


Oft 


oo 

. 77 


0 


60 


M 


. 76 


o 

c. 


7 O 


95 


90 


21.19 


21.95 


1 1 


. DO 




. Zo 


R T 


. 47 


2. 


21 


4 


O A 

.20 


o# 

9o 


^ X 

.75 


0 


RR 

DD 


4 


. 66 


Z 


. 6o 


90 


85 


20.81 


21.42 


1 7 




1 T 


. Uo 


R9 

Dc. 


R9 

. Dc, 


2. 


08 




O 1 


Oft 


Rn 


0 


. 49 


4 


.63 


Z 


Rft 


85 


80 


20.51 


20.75 


1 7 
1 / 




1 O 

X c 


. o7 


R 1 
Dl 


. o V 


1. 


96 




.64 


97 


. 9Z 


0 


. 47 


4 


.55 


z 


CO 

. DC 


80 


75 


29.04 


20.39 


Id 


• > 




. 76 


Rn 

D}} 


R7 
. Dl 


1. 


93 


z 


. 7 0 


97 


Z R 

.65 


0 


MM 


4 


.5G 


z 


o 

. M7 


73 


70 


19.56 


19.97 


Id 








d\} 


A A 


1. 


89 


z 


. U6 


97 


. 39 


0 


X 

45 


4 


.47 


z 


. m6 


70 


65 


19.41 


19.69 


Id 


. CD 


1 9 


1 R 


49 


^ A 

.70 


1.86 


1 


98 


97 


. Zo 


0 


41 


4 


.43 


z 


A o 

. mZ 


65 


60 


18. 9J 


19.44 


Id 




1 1 


..7 






1. 


82 


1 


41 


97 


.06 


0 


TO 
57 


4 


.39 


o 

z 


Xft 


60 


55 


18.64 


10.12 


1 i« 


L n 

. D U 




.71 




O 1 


1. 


77 


1 


11 


96 


. '4 


A 

u 


X7 


4 


.37 


o 


TR 


55 


50 


18.33 


18.91 


1 S 


. 


1 1 
1 1 


. DO 


40 


. 4o 


1. 


74 


1 


02 


96 


.30 


n 
u 




4 


.32 


o 
£ 


TT 


50 


45 


18.12 


18.30 


15 


.22 


11 


.50 


47 


.83 


1.69 


1 


00 


96 


.20 


0 


34 


4.27 


2 


.32 


45 


40 


17.82 


17.97 


15 


.00 


11 


.37 


47 


.46 


1. 


63 


0 


92 


95 


.87 


0 


33 


<^ 


.25 


2 


.30 


40 


35 


17.65 


17.74 


14 


,75 


11 


. 13 


■to 




1. 


59 


0 


76 


95 


.12 


n 

u 


Tl 


4 


.20 




22 


^5 


30 


17.48 


17.35 


14 


.33 


10 


.88 


46 


.40 


1. 


54 


0 


70 


94 


.44 


0 


29 


4 


.17 


2 


.21 


30 


25 


17.32 


17.08 


1^ 


.00 


10 


.50 


45 


.39 


1. 


52 


0.65 


93 


.45 


0 


26 


4 


.14 


2 


.17 


25 


20 


16.84 


16.47 


13 


.64 


10 


.17 


44 


.74 


1. 


50 


0*58 


92.70 


0 


24 


4 


.09 


2 


.14 


20 


15 


16.14 


16.10 


13 


.10 


9 


.36 


43 


.71 


1. 


46 


0 


66 


91 


.54 


0 


21 


4 


.04 


2 


.08 


15 


10 


15.45 


15.26 


12 




8 


.80 


43 


.10 


1. 


40 


0 


35 


84 


.62 


0 


19 


3 


.96 


2 


.01 


10 


5 


14 . S6 


13.34 


11 


.8(; 


8 


.00 


41 


.77 


1. 


37 


0 


18 


70 


.97 


0 


16 


3 


.87 


1 


.96 


5 


Moan 


18.47 


18.5' 


15 


.31 


11 


.40 


48 


.33 


1. 


77 


1 


75 


92 


49 


0 


37 


4 


.31 


2 


.34 


Mean 


Std 
Dev 


2.34 


2.86 


2 


.07 


1 


.71 




.27 


0.33 


1.49 


13 


06 


0. 


14 


0 


.31 


0 


.26 


Std 
Dev 



ERIC 54 



TABLE B-7 (Continued) 
1986 



PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


23 
PAREXP 


2^ 

EDEXPECT 


25 

HOMEREAD 


26 

TIMEREAD 


27 

HRITEPAR 


29 

STUDYHAB 


30 

TIMEMATH 


31 

TESTFREQ 


32 

TESTRETN 


33 

CLDISCIP 


PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


95 


2.68 


2.8^ 


3 


.95 


2 


.36 


3 


.0^ 


2 


.^6 


2 


.0^ 


3 


.08 


2 


.7^ 


2 58 


Q5 


90 


2.57 


2.78 


3 


.79 


2 


.31 


2 


.88 


2 


.^2 


2 


.01 


3 


.06 


2 


.68 


2 55 


QO 

7 U 


85 


2.52 


2.70 


3 


.7^ 


2 


.27 


2 


.8^ 


2 


.^0 


1 


.97 


3 


.01 


2 


.66 


2 5n 


115 


80 


2.^3 


2.6^ 


3 


.68 


2 


.21 


2 


.80 


2 


.37 


1 


.9^ 


2 


.97 


2 


.60 


2 27 


HQ 
o u 


75 


2.^1 


2.61 


3 


.63 


2 


.19 


2 


.7^ 


2 


.36 


1 


.91 


2 


.93 


2 


• 55 


2 2d 


7 5 


70 


2.37 


2. 56 


3 


.5^ 


2 


.17 


2 


.70 


2 


.3^ 


1 


.88 


2 


.90 


2 


.52 


2 20 


70 


65 


2.32 


2 . 52 


3 


.52 


2 


.13 


2 


.65 


2 


.31 


1 


.86 


2 


.87 


2 


.^7 


2 1 Q 


A 5 


60 


2.29 


2 . ^9 


3 


.<i9 


2 


.11 


2 


.62 


2 


.29 


1 


.8^ 


2 


.85 


2 


.^3 


^ . A / 


9 0 


5!l 


2 .25 


2 . 


3 


.^5 


2 


.09 


2 


.60 


2 


.27 


1 


.81 


2 


.81 


2 


.39 






50 




2 38 


3 


.^1 


2 


.06 


2 


.56 


2 


.25 


1 


.77 


2 


.77 


2 


.36 


C . 1 ^ 


DO 


^5 


2 19 


2 35 


3 


.37 


2 


.0^ 


2 


.5^ 


2 


.2^ 


1 


.76 


2 


.7^ 


2 


.33 






^0 


2 lli 


2 W 


3 


.3^ 


2 


.01 


2 


.51 


2 


.22 


1 


.73 


2 


.71 


2 


.29 




hO 


35 


2 13 

^ . X ^ 


2 


3 


.30 


1 


.97 


2 


.^8 


2 


21 


1 


.71 


2 


.66 


2 


.27 


^ A ^ 

Z . 07 






9 no 


9 9R 


3 


.25 


1 


.95 


2 


.^3 


2 


17 


1.69 


2 


.61 


2 


.2^ 


2 . 05 


V A 

3C 


25 


2.05 


2.22 


3 


.22 


1 


.93 


2 


.39 


2 




1 


.66 


2 


.59 


2 


.18 


2.02 


25 


20 


2.00 


2.17 


3 


15 


1 


.90 


2 


. 3^ 


2 


1 1 




.63 








• X *ff 


1.98 


20 


15 


1.92 


2 . 13 


3 


03 


1 


.87 


2 


.30 


7. 


07 


1 


.59 


2 


.51 


2 


.08 


1 


1 5 


10 


1.66 


2.06 


2 


91 


1 


.82 


2 


.26 


2. 


03 


1 


.56 


2 


.^0 


2 


.01 


1.8^ 


10 


c 

D 


1 SI 


Z . 00 


2 


79 


1 


.73 


2 


.22 


1. 


98 


1 


.50 


2 


.31 


1 


.98 


1 .77 


5 


Mear 


2.23 


2.^1 


3. 


^0 


2 


.06 


2 


.58 


2. 


25 


1 


.78 


2 


.76 


2 


.36 


2.11 


Mean 


Std 
Dev 


0.27 


0.27 


0. 


35 


0 


20 


0 


26 


0. 


15 


0 


.19 


0 


.26 


0 


.26 


0.19 


Std 
Dev 
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TABLE B-7 (Continued) 
1986 



PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


36 

MATHINST 


37 

ENGLINST 


38 
SCIINST 


39 
SOCINST 


44 
INTSCHL 


PER- 
CEN- 
TILE 


95 


4.71 


4 


.80 


5 


.29 


5 


46 


55 


.96 


95 


90 


4. 


53 


4 


.52 


5.16 


5 


26 


54.93 


90 


85 


4. 


46 


4.46 


5 


.07 


5 


16 


54 


.10 


85 


80 


4. 


38 


4.39 


5 


.01 


5 


08 


53 


.35 


80 


75 


4. 


29 


4 


.32 


4 


.89 


4 


99 


53 


.11 


75 


70 


4. 


24 


4 


.23 


4 


.82 


4. 


89 


52 


.84 


70 


65 


4. 


20 


4 


.20 


4 


.77 


4. 


86 


52 


.48 


65 


60 


4. 


18 


4 


.15 


4 


.72 


4. 


79 


52 


.17 


60 


55 


4. 


13 


4 


.11 


4 


.65 


4. 


68 


51 


.75 


55 


50 


4. 


08 


4 


.08 


4 


.57 


4. 


62 


Si 


.35 


50 


45 


4. 


06 


4 


.07 


4 


.52 


4. 


58 


51 


.21 


45 


40 


4. 


01 


4 


.04 


4 


.41 


4. 


53 


50 


.83 


40 


35 


3. 


96 


3 


.98 


4 


.35 


4 . 


50 


50 


.36 


35 




3. 


92 


3 


.92 


4 


.27 


4. 


46 


49 


.78 




25 


3. 


9U 


•» 


.87 


4 


.22 


4. 


39 


49 


.36 


25 


20 


3. 


85 


3 


.82 


4 


.10 


4. 


26 


48 


.91 


20 


15 


3.79 


3.78 


4 


.00 


4. 


15 


47 


.98 


15 


10 


3. 


66 


3 


.69 


3 


.89 


4. 


03 


47 


.10 


10 


5 


3. 


50 


3 


.63 


3 


.64 


3. 


92 


46 


.12 


5 


Mean 


4. 


10 


4 


.12 


4 


.53 


4. 


67 


51 


.27 


Mean 


Std 
Dev 


0. 


35 


0 


37 


0 


52 


0. 


47 


3 


.13 


Std 
Dev 



ERIC 57 



APPENDIX C 
1986 and 1987 Correlations 
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TABLE C-7 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG SCHOOL SCORES 
Grad* 7 
1986 Normative Group 
N - 156 







RC 


HS 


n 


AT 


SS 


AH 


ST 


EN 


CoMMuni cation Skillsi Roading Comprohonsion 


RC 


















CoMMunication Skillsi Hriting Skills 


HS 


.84 
















Mathamatics 


N 


.75 
















Analytical Thinking 


AT 


.87 




.71 












Citicanship/Social Studios 


SS 


.83 




.74 


.85 










Arts S Humnitias 


AH 


.85 




.76 


.79 


.78 








Scianca i Tachnology 


ST 


.83 




.72 


.84 


.83 


.72 








EN 


.74 




.57 


.73 


.71 


.68 


.80 




Salf-Concapt in School 


SO 


.28' 


.32 


.25 


.38 


.35 


.31 


.29 


.17 


Haalth « Safaty Practices 


HP 


.25 


.19 


.08 


.30 


.29 


.19 


.16 


.16 



Notai All correlation coefficients l'<ave baen rounded to two decimal places. 

r > 0.16 is significant at the .05 level, 
r > 0.21 is significant at the .01 level. 
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TABLE D-7 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETNEEN 
SCHOOL CONDITION VARIABLE SCORES AND SCHOOL SCORES 

Grade 7 
1986 Normative Group 
N = 156 



RC HS M AT 



1 


fiRENRQL L 












PrTI T 


_ EC 


- 67 


-.59 


-.54 


T 












■f 






56 


52 


.60 








• ^ f 




21 


O 












Q 






27 


.23 


. 32 


1 n 


LFADFR 




52 


,26 


5D 


1 1 


TCHRIfilT 






* 33 


.46 


X£ 




• 


iso 


!41 


iso 


X i9 




59 


52 


.46 


!53 


1 6 
X "t 


PI AMNTNR 


55 


59 


26 


!38 


1 S 

X J 




54 


.46 




[49 


16 


PCTOIRLS 










17 


PAREDUC 


.<»5 


.55 


.54 


.45 


18 


RESIDE 










19 


PCTK-HITE 


.5<» 


.<»7 


.45 


.47 


20 


MOBILITY 


-.31 


-.23 




-.22 


21 


SPARINT 


.53 


.58 


.47 


.51 


22 


TVMATCH 


-.<»8 


-.<»7 


-.47 


-.37 


23 


PAREXP 




.27 


.26 


.24 


2<i 


EDEXPECT 


.23 


.3<t 


.31 


.29 


25 


HOMEREAD 


.67 


.66 


.63 


.60 


26 


TIMEREAD 










27 


HRITEPAR 










29 


STUDYHAB 


.36 


.<i2 


.36 


.4\ 


30 


TIMEMATH 










31 


TESTFREQ 










32 


TESTRETN 


.<t<t 


.<t2 


.42 


.40 


33 


CLDISCIP 


.55 


.51 


.44 


.55 


36 


MATHINST 










37 


ENGL INST 










38 


SCI INST 










39 


SOCINST 










4<t 


INTSCHL 


.26 


.21 




.31 



S5 


AH 


ST 


EN 


SC 


HPX 




.51 


-.67 


-.50 


-.49 


-.26 




1 

2 










.26 




3 


.54 


.61 


.58 


.49 


.34 




4 




.29 










5 






.22 


.22 






8 


.24 


.35 


.31 


.29 






9 


.30 


.38 


.23 


.22 






10 


.44 


.50 


.40 


. 33 


.36 




11 


.49 


[57 


.46 


.39 


.28 


.22 


12 


.52 


.56 


.54 


.45 


.28 


.21 


13 


.39 


.4*3 


.30 


.34 


.22 




14 


.44 


.53 


.44 


.41 






15 












16 


.45 


.58 


.41 


.32 


.35 




17 






-.22 


-.23 






18 


.49 


.42 


.56 


.54 






19 


.30 


-.22 


-.31 


-.36 






20 


.48 


.60 


.45 


.37 


.56 


.36 


21 


.39 


-.52 


-.40 


-.39 






22 


.24 


.27 






.42 




23 


.31 


.36 


.21 




.48 




24 


.63 


.65 


.65 


.56 


.25 




25 










.28 


.32 


26 














27 


.39 


.40 


.29 


.23 


.65 


.43 


29 














30 














31 


.50 


.43 


.51 


.42 






32 


.54 


.53 


.48 


.43 


39 


.34 


33 












36 














37 














38 














39 


.32 


.25 


.26 




.75 


.62 


44 



ERIC 



Not«t All correlation co«ffici«nts ha\« b««n rounded to two decimal places. 

Only correlation coefficients which are significant at the .01 level or better are printed (r > .21) 

XSee Table C-7 as key to area identification. 



TABLE E-7 

comiEuriON coefficients ahong 

SCHOOL CONDITION VARIABLE ^ORES 
Crads 7» 1964 NonMiiv* Orokjpp N « 156 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 16 
































z 


PCTLI 






























tUZTION 




-.21 


























TSATPAII 




-.56 
























5 


TEOUC 




-.34 


.49 


.22 




















B 


CLSIZE 


.41 




-.22 






















9 


TOBSERVE 








.27 




















10 


LEADER 




-.23 




.43 






.26 














11 


TCHRINIT 




-.31 




.61 




.21 


.23 


.56 


.70 










12 


DISRUPm 




-.34 




.62 






.25 


.{,7 










xt 


DISCI PLN 




-«39 




.67 






.26 


.66 


.70 




.55 






14 


PLANNING 




-.37 




.56 






.31 


.63 


.59 


.54 


.56 




IS 


SCHLCLIH 




-.39 




.60 






.24 


.52 


.52 


.63 


.65 




^4 


PCTOIRLS 






















.30 


.24 


.31 


X7 


PAREDUC 


.26 


-.53 


.53 


.52 


.50 




.21 


.25 


.43 


.31 


IB 


RESIDE 


.34 




.64 




.44 












.41 




.26 


X9 


PCTNHITE 




-.37 


-.45 


.35 












.32 




90 
cv 


NOBILITY 


.34 




.42 




.24 










-.27 


-.32 


.33 


.49 


2X 


SPARINT 




-.45 


.26 


.53 


.33 






.30 


.44 


.45 


.45 


22 


TVHATCH 




.42 




-.32 






-.26 




.32 


-.26 


-.26 




.27 


23 


PAREXP 




-.26 


.53 


.31 


.36 












.23 


.22 


24 


EDCXPECT 


.22 


-.35 


.55 


.39 


.36 






.22 


.39 


.23 




25 


HOMEREAO 




-.61 




.56 


.25 




.24 


.33 


.43 


.41 


.46 


.36 


.45 


24 


TINEREAO 


























.23 


27 


HRITEPAR 






.23 




















.22 


29 


STUDYHAB 




-.32 


.30 


.23 


.24 








.30 


.22 


.26 




30 


TIHENATN 




























31 


TESTFREQ 






















.36 


.26 


.34 


32 


TESTRETN 




-.37 




.33 










.22 


.34 


33 


CLDISCIP 




-.34 




.42 










.25 


.35 


.46 


.23 


.29 


34 


NATHINST 






























ENBLINST 




























30 


SCI INST 




























39 


SOCINST 










.29 


















44 


INTSCH 








.27 










.32 


.34 


.29 


.29 


.22 






23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


29 


30 


31 


32 


33 


36 


37 


36 39 






.94 




















Noi«: 


All correlation ctm 


25 


HOMEREAD 


.31 


.36 




















io Hfo dttciiMl plao 


26 


TIMEREAO 


.36 


.42 




















Only corralaiion co< 


27 


NRITEPAR 






.22 


















mi ihm 


.01 l«v«l or 


29 


STtJDYHAB 


.51 


.56 


.36 


.40 


.27 


















30 


TXHEHATH 




























31 


TESTFREQ 




























32 


TESTRETN 






.44 






















33 


CLDISCIP 






.26 






.40 






.34 










34 


NATNINST 














.23 














37 


ENCLINST 






















.23 






36 


SCIINST 






















.27 






39 


SOCINST 






















.34 


.30 




44 


INTSCHL 








25 




.42 






.26 


.36 









17 



16 



19 



20 



21 



22 



46 



55 
23 
61 
64 
56 
26 

,45 



-.54 
.55 
.24 

.54 
.53 



-.31 



.54 
.23 
.31 



.34 



-.23 

.46 
.46 



.34 
.27 



.23 



.37 
.25 



.35 
.47 
.53 
.46 
.27 

.56 



.25 
.56 



.49 



-.42 



.40 
.35 
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